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> PREFACE

14 . ! -

Since 1965, Title I of th"Elelcntary and Secondary Education Act
. 5 - ,
(ESEA, Public Law 89-10) has continued to provide a variety of ngtional programs
of Federal education support for diasdvantaged children. e of the most

significant amendments to ESEA wvas the passage of Section_163 of Title 1.

(Public Law #5-561) in 1978. Section 143 cutﬁbrEzed, in part, grapts and

——

contracts to state-education agencies to improve the intrastate and interstate

g

coordination among educational programs available to migratory students.

Activities vith:';n y purviev of Section 143 include: Parent Lnéolvement,

Resource‘centers, Identification and Recrn}tnenti~1eacher Training, Stpoent

Credit‘Exchange, and Snpportive Services.’ g
tha _fall of 1980, an eight state consortium (Florida, Georgia,

Maryland, New Jersey, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Virginia and the District

of Columbia) submitted to the U. S. Office'of Education, Office of Migrant

Educatlon a proposal for Staff Development on Moda11ty Educat1on The grgnt
appl1cat1on was approved dur1ng the spring of 1981 . H\\;
1

14

This dbcument pnévides a three part comprehensive overview of the Modality

Education Project (MEP). Part I, Introduction, diecusses general background

. ¢

information 1nc1ud1ng‘ goala and obJect1ves, methodology and nanagement

v

Part 11, Programmat1c Aspects of MEP, expla1nn the components of thc pro;ect

S b

with emphasis on program developnent and\training. Part I1I, TQ:\i::lementat1on

Process, presento a model of the Hodalxty Education Project's impl \ntation

process. MnJor topics discussed xnclude, plannlng, prbgrcm developmént,

! l

. implementation, monitoring and evaluation. A,summary and appendxcei:qonclude.

-

fhe document : .'{

It is hoped that readers will f1nd the information ‘presented en11ghten1ﬂh

I

informative, and tesourceful., - ;

-
L2

\

George H. Irby -
_'Supervisor, Title I, ESEA and H1grant

Education
July, 1981
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) .PARTI . .
J . A .
. INTRODUCTION ST , ) .
- N\ .
Backgroun '\ ' S : :
’ M i .
. > N
On September 26 1980 a consortium! of ught states met m Rxchmond Virginia _
1 N ¢
to discuss some dbf the major educatiomal problm -gmcing migrant children and -
3 - [ ' -

to offer suggestions for alleviating them. Members of the coasortium reported

N

that ‘schools use .different textbooﬁ and that there are vast differences in the
Skilil List 'adopted for instructional p ogun’sT Othér problems which éxacerbate
the high drop-out rate of higrant children include: differences ig educational

’

philocoPhi+a, teaching 'methqes/techniqueo ﬁd competencies required for promotion

or grlduat:.on from h{gh school. The lack of intra-state and interstate <

\ 3
D

coo’t’tfnanon, coupled vith a lack o! um.form.ty in ‘;lanning » curriculum, development

and xnotructxon dictate the need for a continuous and oequentnl progrun £
&
instruction for children mgr\tmg between-states. Thus, the consortnnn reco—ended *

\' ~
a Staff Development Program for Modality Education? to provide a nodel instructional

.

program for p'artiq;ii;ating states. . - N ) )

. v
.
, . _ .
- P / - N . »
,

R ~

IMembers of the consortium include reprecentahvea from the states of Virginia,
Georgia, North Caroling, Maryland, New Jersey, Pennsx‘lvann, llonda, and.sthe
District of Columbia. - !

v
-

zModah.ty is defmed as semsory chan‘g'ela through which 1nd1v1duals receive
and retain mfo‘mt:.on Emphasis is placed on teaching to an individual's atrength.
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L4 . . . v

. Goals and Objectives

There are fiye (5) nJo obeecnvea of the pro;ect. ‘9'
4
1. TQ evelop avareness on the part of éll migrant m-ttucuonal personnel ‘.
of the jmportance of modality- id tichation and récroitmént:
2. To grovide training in ‘identifyi s
modglity
3. To provide trnmmg to assist. teachers in identification ‘and tuchmg
* to.a student's dominant learnmg nodahty - ' »
’ 4. 'To cbllect and distribute mteruls and activities for use by pr03ect
participants - - . - T
5. To e“aluate the effectiveness of the Hodahty staff Develoﬁment Works}wpa

for jnstructional per-onnel , ,

e
/ ll

most part R

‘

The dean and implementation of. tfe proJect is predx(:nted “€or the
personnel through m—aeere

on “improving qhe knwledge éd skills of mstructYonal

LN

training. . . ; o -
. L4 ~
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§ . yet odélggz A ' N N .o -
" HEP is designed to ltrengtben the mltrucnonal capablhty of mgrant
: . educatxoh\'teachero The framework for the np,lgmentauon of the proJect y_,_w
. - y av , B JESSEUSESCe, S S / . - »
: the jutilization of a "systems aﬁproach" to. Hfining. The systems approach
? . - y > » L .
pro ’u!es (or builds upon) ext}nrl/ and internal varubleo ‘for 1dent1fymg, :
% diagnosing, and ordering the differential tomponemts, relationships and processes

r

and leatnigx‘g. Emphasis is pi’aéed on three major ringrediénts which -

rise any system: ifputs, processes and outputs as 'shown in the illustration

y . "

[ . & . -
' .

\ ./ .

[_weuT - > [ovTPuT_ p——1
.\ * Articulated Needs " % Teaching ||
X\ i of Teachers and . B
AU . Students - * Learning |
‘\\ " % National Skills List . % In-Service Training )

\ , for Migrant Education . 2
c . - * New Teaching Techniques’ :
+ Ndtional Migrant Student - e Lo
.Record Transfer System * Modality Instructional Modules.

.,

- i ' , S .
- G _‘ \
i L — -] FEEDBACK ‘[¢ .

? - € ¢ 8 . ‘e » v

(MSRTS)

2 ~
. . \\ v .
g ) . X } t
. Inherent in the systems approach is a fran;éwogk for s,olutions‘to‘\major,' n
~ N \ \ S
. problems to which MEP is directed: what to train for( where to begm the !

. trauung, how to train, what to accompl:.sh and how to eﬁaluate results 3 i

Specific methods plaqned to accomplish MEP obJectn.res are delmeated in the

o =

- 03
. * ,chart which followg: ' . ’

% = } . 7 - ) t ¢ . ¢ ’ -
. s
3George S. Ordione, "A Systems Approach to Training,” rai\ning dnd
‘Eve’loment, Journal, June, 1979. :
. , . - a . . ’ .

- : | . “11 _ | . v




MEP METHODOLOGY ; ! : ’

S OBJECFIVES

1. jevelopnent of‘werenen

~ on’'the part of all migrant
instructional personnel on
the importance of modal;ty

P
4

1dent1£1cet1on and instruction '

*  General hop (in-service training) i
for ins ional personnel atid staff
_ of various migrant education programs |

* Use of recognized suthorities5 and =
. conspltants to teach teacher trainees .

* Needs assessments for all partici- -
_pating states —

2. Training in identifying

instructor's dominant leerning

modal%ty - N

: ty |

* Use of assessment 1nstruments ]
|

|

1

N Matching teaching etyle enQvlearn1ng
styles

CE —

\3. Training in how to idgn£1£y and
teach to a child's domxnant
4 ‘modalily

»

j -

L)

* Use of Modality TAdex (for d1agnos1ng .
strengths)

* Instructiongl strategies for curriculum
development

) . R
* Preparation‘of material for Modality-
, Based Instruction .
t oo
* Development of Individualized Education
Plans (IEPs) -

4. Collection and distribution of
materials and activities

N
* Information retrieval and dissemlination

A}

5.:Evaluating the effectiveness of .

MEP for instructional personnel

-

* Development of evaluation strategi
to assess training and the overall
]

MEP -

1 » ' .

N

.
T - = \

¢

\ -

4Add}t1onal ect;$1t1es will be developed and 1nc1uded in HEP as needzalrequesteﬁ

SConaultants include Dr Walter Barbe Dr, Rita Dunn,
~ and localgexperts. -

r~ ) 3 '

anﬂ other nat1onal, ltaie i
) , S N
: |

1

1

ll;?




There ate many adyantage- of the oylte-m approl’% to training. First, it
starts at the beg1nn1ng (1nput gegqrdlng need nnd buijarn; upon existing .
knowlgdge/renourcaa, e.g., 5&1115 Llotg\fnd nsggsx, moves_ to_the n1ddle

(prov131on'of ttaxnlng) proceed& to the “end (feedback based on change in

behthor/learnlng acquxteﬂ) and thed/evaiuctel how well it’ dxd\ .

» - - -~
.

. .“ 'Y . . »
/ broj i cipan X . i
fo?i?t Part1c1pan;g~ .
The project will provide in-servide training to approximately 1550 migrant
staff perscnnef of the ccnso}gihm as indicated below. ‘ !
T ' L Ay
' STATES - - T+ ' PARTICIPANTS ESTIMATEQ, « ‘&
L 4
District of Columbia ' .25 N X
. ® " - ' ]
Florida ) ”300 .
. - t -
' Geaggia . 200 T
*  “Maryland ( e ' is0 b
™ . New Jersey . 1 TN - 150 .
- ’ N . ' ’ ) .
North Carolina . 250
Pennsylvania -‘zig .
. Virginia ' ‘ ) i 225 -
’ . i’ 4 ’ ’,
. " [Total : 1550 :
. [

Participants will include admijpistrators, supervisors, curriculum aggfialiats;

.

teachers and supportive personnel (e.g., counselors).
R ’ . v .

The gajority of the

participants, however,'willQEé teachers.

|
|
|
4
|
i
1




.

.. Management - 5 ' .
. . . . )
The MEP will be managed by the State of Virginia, under the auspices of ¢

B . - .
- °  the Supervisor; Title I, ESEA snd Migrant Educatioh. There are three levels of »

—a—— e

- n ‘genent.'* o g0 .
. -y . §

LEVEL I: .STATE BY VIRGINIA

. The State of Virginia will act as’ fiscal agent for this project, and
S \1i11 recéive assistance in the inplementation’ of the project from an Advigory /
Board, whith will help to give direction to the project gctivities. Thi's '

Project Advisory Board vill.be composed of one representative from each of the

Advisory Board will be componed bf part1c1pat1ng State

-

Reptesedtatwes on th
. Directors, or their designees, vith each state having one vote. The Parent:

. , . . :
Member of this Board will be elected for a one year term by State Advisory Committees’

with the represemtafion being rotated among the participating states. Although
- ¢

] t .
states part1c1pat1ng 7thin consort'ium and one parent tepreaentative. The 8tate
employed project personnel will participa'te in these Advisory Committee Meetings,

these persons will not be voting members. This nine hember Advisory Committee will

M 7

v meet a minimum of two times during the course of each year, and its funmction will

be to advise the project staff of the feelings of their personnel towatc} project

A -
' activities and to suggest ways, means, and activities that cap be perfo:}ned by

? {;oject staff t make this project more effective. '
. ‘ P A\ i

LEVEL II: STATE OF VIRGINIA . . ) o
“MFITLE 1 OFFICE : '

~

- : . 2 . ' )
‘l'he second level of management wi11 be the State of Virginia Title ¥ Office;

.

wh1ch by acting as fiscal teptesentatxve, is tespons1b1e to auditors for the

o T

mplementatxon of this project as vntten ‘i‘he State: of Airginia '!ﬂ:le I o‘fhjg

L 4
b will also be respons:.ble for the selection of the pro;ect ataff and’ the mamtam:mg .
e s '

_of all financial tecqrds and data for project eyaluation.

e - -

o - Mﬂun

[y
-

. ’ o
’ ¥y




' " 4 - < /‘(‘
3 * . ) |
.~ R !
. s |
: I L
- . _ LEVEL III: MEP STAFF -
. ‘ ' The third level of management will be the Project Staff, who will implement 4
B the project as written, and attempt to carry out the suggestions of the Adviiory
. . S : : R . 5
Committee representatives. L. ) . i
- . ]
~ . ‘ ;
Overall, the Managemenis System of thé project includes the Consortium of 1
4  eight states, the Advis-ory Committee, Fiscal Agent and MEP staff.
’. ! }
- ‘. -t LA - ;
S S
” L
4 ‘. I - j
o . , ) o |
| CONSORT 1UM [ Y |
3 \ . p ! ., & i
' . .%,/ —{ ADVISORY COMMITTEE -] C
'é - ‘ i
,[_FISCAL AGENT - L |
_" - ~ s Y > 1
» . j
» ’ ‘
PR CURRICULUY . B
g | SPECIALIST |
v ’ / . :
’ ., . o . / " ;
PN // f
. \& -
. . - e
} " ’ ~ .
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- . T PARP II ; - |
B j P * ¢ - ; Co. . . ;
C .t TROCHAWTIC.ASPRCTS OF MEP [

- - w !

‘rhe Modlhty Bducanon ProJect is predicatéd og three inportant prenius

relatmg to p;ggr@ developnent and trunxng. in the broadest sense, and the -

1

.
L

needs to which the effort is directed. The premises sre: (1) that understanding

e Ta

* the nature s ocope 4nd tent 6f modality is a pre-requisite to any activity
ﬁroposed or planned by the }@P; (2) that there u a need for an on-going and

open :ysteu of »m‘ﬁarac‘:ﬁn\s@umcanon and coordination of states involved in \
migrant educatmn progrup (e.g., "goal cw-onaltty") and (3) that a- cOOperltive
par&ners?y{p mn];,g admmx.sthiors, t.‘eachero\, and cher mportant change agents in ‘1
the concortiim! is central"'to p;ovidit;g azonti;uws and sequential program of ;
_:l.nstructa-on. Becaude these preuu.ses both undergird and guide the HEI: it is }
1

- .

mportant to bnefly d‘)scuss _the progrmasxc aspects of the pro;ect. Program

- - . /.

) ' Develo;ment,"l'!‘nmng, and Informstion Qetneval and Dissemination. /3
N S o 6
. o Program Development /

N P;r"ogram dévelopment: is functionally a part of the MEP plamming process.

v : )
Program development is cperationally defined as the translation of goals,

" N

, priorities and resources into ac(if:-oriented activities necessary to accomplish
e - 1 -

|

|

1

. |

. However, for the purpose of this project’ ove\l}iew, it is addressed separately. 1
i

|

established gbj¥ctives. " The development of MEP is influenced by a variety of

factors as shown below. V- L
- F-Ad .~ . -

5

-

. Factors which Influence Program Development ) ;

o ' '\_” / I ; ]'} }\\ 1

’ A B 1:'1z1>t1u\1.C AVAILABLE | _  [NEEDS DY COWSORTTON—] | ABVISORY COMMITTEE
\ . :

) GUIDELINES -{ RESOURCES (Input)
(' N ‘ . / »
.~ ‘r ° * ’ N -
. . SThe planning and ddugn of the HEP . ™ .
“ ‘ ’ L3 .i - -

¥
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L3

Federal Guidelines

4

" Available Rescurces

Needs of the Consortium

-

tAdvisory Coinittee;-f

Thqgg&_Béxefly outlxned, it can readily be/pe!n that develop1ng and 1nplement1ng
the MEP is hot a un1lateral e fort.

and is based on a ;onnonqlxty of problems, needs ‘and overall goal,

’

Program development is!

Based on:

IS
‘I.

Policy mandates,

guidelipes, -

.agency philosophy, -

mission, goals, ,
environmental

factors, implementing

agency
P
and

-~

Resourcea, teachers,

.and \tudento

¥ /

Tpr. Catherine Wil
Implementation,’ Doetorg

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT CONCERNS’

iams McClelland.
Research, Unive

-establish priorities and parlneterl for ‘the project
delzgn . -
-provide planners and/or the MEP staff '1th ex1lt1ng

information (e.g., human, physical and other resources)
_for developing and 1-ple-nnt1ng ‘the progrim . °
~.
-reprenentat1ve fro- each state discuss current migrant
education’ programs, problemg and unmet needs

R . ™ , [
-provides Gverall recosmendations for planning, design

of specific activities and feedback from participants

»

-

4

It is the résult of a "plnnnzng with" approach

&J

4

as discovered by: to det
A. Inquiries--policy 1. ed to be
makers, agency 77N\ - addressed
staff and capability, ¥ 2, "Program structure
service recipients, 3. Program elements
program proponents, 4, Resource allocation
program opponents 5. Staffing
B.. Dat; celifction ?nd //’gt :;:;:;?f ::::;iza-
) e 7 o chante
target grogp needz’ & necegsary to imples
. ’ i ment program }
resourcés , 8. Areas of concentratz
. (priorities)
C., St:dy1ng-—;€éor:§. 9. Necessary lxnka
and reports, public 10. Program cont

reaction to policy,
organization,
structure, and

priorities

Planning~preliminary -~
program design

.

D.

\

17 | :




. \

. v —/ ’
to build intra-state and/fﬁterstate linkages and

K

coordinative mechaniayéi(via developing and presenting the same materials to the’

coordination linkages and .

’

.\J/ The MEP staff and otherf involved in tha project are making purposive efforts- _

same states to helg/allevxate some of the same problehs). nTﬂus, uniformity and

continuity of f;ytructgon are with the MEP design.

/ : ‘/ “ -
B .

. -

P

this regard is neither simple nor well defiheﬂ.

L -
£,

ice training for staff development is not mew; the taék of MEP in

,Even'taking into consideration

-

the }ong established concepts of t;ainépg to change or improve teacﬁ}ng related '

-

s}gllp, attitudes and behavior, the MEP is
approach to training: 'The need for

. . e

.partpership among constituents of the consortium

tontent and delivery.

established obj

categories outlined.

onsequently, training activities are tailored to meet

ré)*ing new groupd with the systems

influenced training design,
»

=
-

4
tives,  Specific training ﬁ;ﬁfd%tiés, therefore, fall into the

N -
1. AWARENESS - . ‘ A
? )Qaekground information . .
*Etiology and importance of Modality Education . . ,
11, IN-SERVICE TRAINING «("how to" focus) ) ‘ ,
- . . e .- . x ~ . .
*Mechanism to determine the teacher's dominant modality .

*Use of assessment instruments to deterdine student's modality
*}nstruct1on strategges for Curriculum Development
*Haterxals preparation for Modality Baaed Instruction

' *Individualized Education-Plans ‘/
§ ? e A . : s o
¥ Programmatically, the training is comprehensxve. ‘
4 . _ ] /\
. ‘ '
i .
\ 7 , . A
‘ @ \ \
' . 11

. 18

o5

comprehensive, coordinated and coI}oBorative

-~

~



Information -Retrieval and Dissemination - A

The remaining major project activity is the- collection and distribution
of relevant modality inﬁgrlation. The MEP staff will develop and/or collect - °

materials and activities which can be used by project‘plrticipfhts to teach

to viaual}'iuditq;y and kineltheti;\hodalitiea. Efforts will be made to
solicit project related -qferinls and activitiesy from national, state and

local publicationé,'clearipguouges a8 well as information developed by teachers
%\.’-w-\ - N

from various participating states. These oourcgs-wjll be adapted and Fdifed

“

.for use* the use of thé\HBP and project participants.

)
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PART III !
[ 'S . ’
L ) - THE MEP IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

P
[

‘ The conversion of prépoonl to a program or project and the subsequent
- > .’ ° - . . .
execution require careful attention to the process as mell ascontent’ Part.II
: g . \ e ‘
-»uaf/gevoted to a discussion of the content of the MEP.' In this section, the :

implementatign process is explained. The five phases of this.proceaa are: _

- - - ‘ ’ .
(1) Planning; (2;~\>rogram Development; (3) ‘Implemantation, (4) Monitoring;

¢

.. and (5) Evaluation. The overa{I”io@él is shown on the following page.

\; . y

Planning —
The first\phase of the implemgntation érocess is planning. In, general
terms,‘plénning is the advaﬁceklayi;;>ouf of courses of action an% strategies
to achieve goals and objectiv;a. ‘The two major activities quolved sre needs
activities
NN

are influenced by: federal mandates, grant stipulations, advisory committee

.
assessments (of the consortium) and developing objectives. These

input and the training specialist.

.\‘ - -‘ el ‘l.
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s

and (3) Hanagement Mon1tor2ng. HBE‘H111 focus on typea two and three to be done"

modules, Alao i Eiuded ‘in this phase are the lelect1’//of training and operat1ona1)(

-, RN
Program Development ' . ' :
. - e 1. ’ T . ' .
Program development was explained in the previous section (Parﬂ I1). To —
’ -

reiterate, it consjists pr;mar;ly of develop1ng specific activities and instructional

v -

methods/techn:.quea and procedures and the” deugn }f an evaluation plan. Each

-

activity is geared to tpe overall goal and objectives of ﬂEP ’ ’
\ n T R .

Implementation . ! _— voo. -

Implement&t1on is the actual executxon of planned act1v1t1es by’fae prOJeEt ;
{
|
' ) N \" ¥

.
‘

Honitg’rigng8 . . v’ . L

Monitoring is the collection, analysis and use of programmatic data and other

» s

staff and external egencies

.

information relating to the implementation of the MEP. Monitoring will be used .

"to determin if MEP,is adherxng to federal guidelines, grant st1pu1atxons and to
get a feel for the pulse of the project. Types of monxtqring ;ulrt:‘ie:ularly‘v’L

relevant to MEP are: (1) Complianc Hon1tor1ng, (2) Plan versus Performance;

quarterly. Emphaaxs will bé geared to programmatxc activities,.on-site visitations,

records or reports, samp11ng/analys1s and 1nterv1ews.
%

——

§

8HEP is currently developing a Honitorég;;cuide and appropriate inst;%?entsfg

LI .

.
-~ N ~




. appraisgls and 1nterv1ewa.

»”

Evaluatign '\ A

The Txnpl phuse of the ;mplenentat1on'procese is evaluation. Ihere are

-

three ob;ecnvea of ‘the MEP \evaluatmn. . \ | - -
1. To\de;erm1ne the quulxty of training - - ‘ *
. 3
. 2. Jo prov1delgenerate data for pllnn1ng, neplnnnxng and decision-making "~
5, | 3; E& prov1de direct feedback to the fuqd1ng agency, program udm1niatratora

~

and staff regarding project.snd tra1nxng content, relevance, des1gn and .

|
|
|
|
|
“‘_.. » . 'g
)
3
|

‘1np1enentat y e
2 s . ' . ’ X
In keeping with these objectives, an evaluation has been developed.
The evaluat1on of MEP will lyatennzrtj;ly determint the effect1veneas of — -
3

: z
-~ k

train;ng (and the.overull project) as it relates to three major factors: '
(JO,_part%cipants';REACTION (effect); (2) LEARNING or mastery of principles, .

knowIedg: and skills; and (3) changes in BEHAVIOR, i.e., teaching techniques, .

btyle, etc., resulting from the MEP. The evaluvation system to be'utilized involées‘

a step-by-sdep approach ‘relating to the three factors listed.
. A ’
methodology to be util?zed will include questionnaire ranking charts,'paper and

=

penc11 tests (pre and post test tre1n1ng), stat1st1éal analys1s, post tra1n1ng

The evaluation

All 1nformat1on obta1ned w111 be reported to the

fund1ng agency, advisory comm1ttee, supervigsors and MEP staff with a view toward

strengthen1ng the overall eff&giiveness, scope, ccntent and oper&i;on of thesproject

@ ) - \~
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) . ) A
: y SUMMARY ' ~
7 . . 2
¥ - } ) "A journey of'a thousand miles Co-

) begins with one step..." . -

The above quote de#iribes the atatus of the Modaiity Education Project

. & N

it relates to the education of migrant childéen.. Muck has been done and is

LS Py f .

frogres‘ to alleviate the multiplicity and -ultijrriouc problemQ inherent in

ll‘

v -

existing instructional
» . .

S

\

-

E;:grlms. Administrators/of Federal, state and local

. . I \
. . 3 -t - ‘ ' eas N
migrant educatioh programs, instructional and support personnel work d111ggnt1y

\

ahd are reathing migrant children, The HEP\il'counitteﬁ to developing a \ v

4 A1 . B i
. continuous snd sequential instructidnal program for fifteen to sixteen hundzed \

\

* - teachers in eight states which will impact m&grant education;'théuaands of othe

.
v .

teachers are in need of similar services}:millions of migrant children are ye
avaiting opportunities and benefits, = Ne °
\

Iy -
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.- Wepman, J. M. "Hodalxtxes and Learnxng," In H. RobinoonE;Ed ), Coordxnnt;;gﬁkeadxng

- WOlpert E. M., "Modality ng‘zkeadxng * A Perepectxve," The Readipe Teacher. 1971, 24,

=

SELECTED READINGS

- g

-

. . .
Asnogxntxon for” Supervision and Curriculum Develop-ent, "Learning Styles," Educntxonal
. ~ Leadership, 1979, 36. . $ L .

Barbe, W, B. and Swassing, R. H., Teaching THrough Modality Strengtho. Concepts and
Practices, ®olumbus, OH, Zaner-Blpser, 1979.

&>

Blahéon. :' "Modalities and Reading", The Reading Teacher, 1971, 25, Zlo-itfh -
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: “

Modality Education Project Consortium Directory

-

.

\J
.
STATE CONTACT PERSON . ADDRESS/TELEPHONE NO, P\
. " . ,,".
. 1. Florida Mr. Jack Waters, - Florida State Dept. of Education .
Administrator, Knott Building
Migrant Education Tallahassee, FL ‘23204
Section (904) 488-0022
2. Georgia Mrs..Sarah Moore, débrgin State Dept, of Education
: Coordinator, * Education Annex ‘».1"'
i Nigrant Education 156 Trinity Avenue )
Progranm * Atlanta, GA 30334
~ : (404) 656-4995 .
3. Maryland Mr. Guffrie Smith, Jr.,| Maryland State Dept. of Education
Chief, Migrant Branch ) 200 W. Baltimore Street
" Baltimore, MD 21201
(301) 659-2413
4. New Jersef Dr.~{gseph Moore, b Jersey State Dept. of Education
' Director, 228 West State Street
ESEA, Title I and Trenton, JN 08625
- ,Migrant Education (609) 292-8360 P
5. North
Carolina Mr. Robert Youngblood, North’Carolina State Dept. of
Director, Migrant Public Imstruction
Education Section Raleigh, NC 27611
(919) 733-3972 S
6. Pennsylvania| Mr. Joseph . Dunn, ° Pennsylvania State Dept. of
Coordinator, Education ‘
Migrant Education { 333 Market Street, 16th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17126
. (717) 783-9161
7. Virginia Mr. George H. Irb},' Yirgfnia State Board of Education
Supervisor, Title I P. 0. Box 6Q
and Migrant Education Richmond, VA 23216
. - (804) 225-2911
~
8. District of Mrs., Eulah Ward, Title I, ESEA, State Office
Columbia Director, Room 1004
) Migrant Education 415-12th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C, 20004
(202) 724-4235
-
‘ s
2 29
- )
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~Directory of the MEP Adivisory Committee
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. ) Migrant Education, Title I Elementary and Secondary Education Act
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* The informagion contained in this appendix is furnished ‘y the Office of

Migrant Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, U, §.

Department of Education, Washington, D.C. 20202
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. + ' MIGRANT EDUCATION - .
TITLR I, ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT . .
i 4 *OVERVIEW REPORT v :
\ o ' January, 1981

~ legidlative History Vo ' : ) { : -

", Title I of Pudb. L. 89-10.'th¢. ﬁmtary and Becondary Bd‘ucati.on Act
: . .
(ESEA) of 1965, authorized a national program of Pederal education support for

Vg
disadvanraged children. In \lwuber of 1966, Title I, ESEA, vas amended by

Pub. L. 89-750 to incorpor_ate.‘upecial provisions for -igraiory children of

migratory agricultural workers. .

L Section‘ 103 of Pub. L. 89-750 (Education Amen of 1966) authorized
~ "payments to State educational agencies for assistance ih educating migratory

children of migratory agricultural workers." The new program provided for grants

-

to State educational sgencies (SEAs) or_ combinations of these agencies to establish

-
» -

“or improve, either directly or through local educational agencies (LEAs),

-y

programs and projeg:'tl designed to meet the special educational needs of ligugory
childrenof '-ivgratory‘agric'ult'ura}-!i{fken’. 'l"ubf L. 89-750 also proyided that
_grant monies were to be used for interstate coordination of migrant education
programs and projects, including th; tuns‘-ittkl of pertinent infomti;m' from
childrens' school records.
Other liénif’icat;degitlatioﬁ amending the Title 1 migrant education statute

.includes t'he 'Edu.cati‘on Amendments o{ 1967 (Pub, L. 90-7267); tt}e Education Amend- -
ments of 1969 (Pub, L. 91-230); the !duu‘t‘ion Amendwents of 1972 (Pub..L, 92-318);

" and the Education Amendments of 1974 (Pub, L. 93-360).. /These laws provided

- .
statements concerning pgoitin components suchwas the eligibility of formerly

(] . ' ‘
migratory children, the rtallocation of excess funds, the use of, carryover funds,

-

‘the diuenirltt’ion 'of. informatioy, parental involvement, a prohibitign against
. e , . ! . .

supplanting State and\ ocal,f/undg, preschool services, the use of statistics from

* the Migrgnt Student Record Transfer System (MSRTS) for funding purpose®, the
- ’ s

N -

eligibility of migratory children of migratory fishers, and the identification

. ¢ , >

e
~



"' .' - ’) - -
and dissemination of information comcerning innovative amd successful projects.

- .

In discussions associated with the preparation of the Education Amendments
-~ v ’ - ; .
of Iégé (Pub, L. 93-380), Congr t:/f;iénlized "that local educational agencies

should give priority attention in‘'operating Title I programs to the basic
. . .
cognitive skills in reading and mathematics and to related support activities

to eliminate physical, emotional, or social problems that impede the ability

to acquire such skills." Both Senate and House discussions recognized,
hovever, that such an assettion ves not i.ntemdet}5 te preempt the prerogatives

—— . /'o-
of local authorities to give prx)r1ty to other areas (e.g. teacher training),

1! this emphasis were requ:.red to better -eet the needs of duedvantaged children."

> ! .
.
«

Program Administration and Management

The Title I program for migratory children is a State-administered program.

€

which may®involve financial assistance to local educational agencies as

eui-grantees. Operational responsibilities are shared by the U. S. Secretary

of Education, State eeucational agencies, local educational egenc{es, and

oeeer public‘and nog-profit private organizet{one vhich operate migrant
education projects.  The SEA is d%ftctly reoponoible for the administration gne .
operafggn of the State's»Title I migrant education program. Annually, each

. SEA submits a ;;nprehensive plen'and cost estimate for its Statewide program

to‘gﬂe Department of Education for approval. Section 116d.31 of ‘the regulations +
v

provides that this plan is to contain information on the number and location .

of migrant students vithin the State, their specfal educational fieeds including

" educational performance and cultural afd linguistic background which is )

relevant to aaseauxng the educational needs of the ch11dren, program objectives,
.. ~

services to_be prov1ded to neﬁt tho;e obJect1vee, eveluat1on procedures for

. &

determ1n1ng program effectxveneea, the types of information which the SEA w111

pass on_to, other SEbs to assure cont1nuxty of services, a description of the
+ . -

;- 27
34 -
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o L - -

“ SEA's plan for meeting requirements pertaining to dissemination of public
informatipn, and the establishment and utilization of parental ndvilorj courcils
(PACs) for progran P annxng, implementation, and evaluctxon purponeo. In ;

addition, each St.;# application is to contain an appropriate bud‘bt. Section

116d4.39 of the regu#at1onc further provides that the Commissioner shgll approve .

i .
a State application only if it demonstrates that payment$ will be used for

-
-1

projécts designed 40 meet the special educational needs of migratory ;hildrén,
including prov1u1op for thé continuity of educational and supportive services,
and eransmittal oﬂ pertinent information with respect to theg school records

of these chxldren. The SEA then approves or d1aapprove;>1ocal pro;ect proposals.
—~
Further, the SEA 1is also reaponaxyle for the dea1gn ;nd~preparat1on of State

evdluation reports. : -
If the State's application is approved, it is avarded a grant, en%irely

separate from the regular-T{tle I allocation, to finance-the migrant ‘education

program, SEAs are required to submit o the Commissioner of Education
A
individual project summaries indicating in sufficient detail the manner and

extent to which State objectives and priorities are being met. .
“

Proposals to’operate a migrant education project are submitted to SEAs by
those LEAs serving areas with migrant students, and by other public and non-
. . - ’
profit private organizations (note that proposals are submitjed on a_voluntary

basis).: Section 116d.6 of the program regulations providea that propbshls

shall describe the objectives to be achieved by the operating agency for each

grade group, the estimated number of children to be served by the agéncy, the

-

services to be provided to achieve the stated objectives, the types and number

of ataff to be employed, and an appropr1ate budget.

-

The Txtle I mxgrant education program was first lpprOprlated $9.7 million

! =z

in fiscal year 1967 of a $40.3 million authorization. .That appropriation has

AR

N
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[A]

[+ -

grown to $2k5 0 n;lf?on fSr fiecel yq;y'l981 progreue In 1967 Stete egency
progrena were not fullx funded under the Title & eneblzng leg1elet1on,=the§e-

fore, the eppropriet1on vas' leee then the euthorize;ion. In lucceed1ng years, °

<

State agency progre-e have been funded to the full authorizet1on. ’
The statute also includes a provision for special arrangements whereby the °
-, Commissionmer may conduct migrant edpeetion programs. If the Commissioner
/

deterpines that a State is unable or unwilling to.conduct edngg:iqnal proé;ams
I""- - . !' ) . L] »

for migrant Sh1ldreg, or that it wouldiresult in more efficient and economic: «

edmiuietraiion, or that it would add substantially:to the welfare or educational

: . ‘ ‘
1 ette1nnent of euch children,,epeciel arrangements may be made with other public

[

or non-profxt private egencxee in one or more Stetee, ue1ng all or part of q%e
. £iy
grants availsble for cny of these Q}etee. : \ N e

[y

¢ P - ’ P - .
Jt was determined by the Cdunieeione; of Education that full implementdtion

of the Higrenf Student REcprd f&enefer System would e&d substantially to the =

welfare and educatxonal attainment of ngrant children, Because all States

“

ere required to part1c1pate in°'the inter- and 1ntraetete trtnsfer of records,

and as - euch benef;t from 1te operat1qn, an equel percentage of each State's

"anffal grant amount is set aside to fund the System.
o ; S . - f ) . * e

itle 1 Local Projects/Title I Migrant Education

*

4 L 4 .
'Tit}e I local and Title I migrant education projects often overlap in target
. , c Ty i N N ) a
¢lientele and do share a common legislative authorization. /Therefore, there~igé?‘
3 .o « R Lo f

 a ne;eositycbor coordination between the two programs. The basic common element

-
-

|
. of these two progreﬁe, as indicated by the law, is the eupplementing eonaequentJﬂ
A h

imgprovemen t of regular edugat1one1 programs throagh grants for special projects . .

or pPxograms dee1gned to megt the epec1aI educet1onel ﬁeeds of educationally

§ w . : . .
deprived children. . .




w

. ,”,ﬁ :# ) ‘ vy oo
_There are a nunber of oignxfrcant differencea. bovever. One _gthe primry

5 .,chfferqncea 11ea :.n\olacenent of the administrative author:.ty for the development

_ and operatxon off th¥ proirg Under the gxtle I local rprograu, the SEA has :
-~ g

general adn1n1otrat1ve :eaponafbslity. Propoaala, houever,iire developed only
.by the LBA., and are then submitted «to the SEA for appro@%l./\\

Under the Title I migramt education.progran;'the SEA haa £611 administrative
controd of - the program and may develop and ogerate proJecta directly with its -
" own reoourcea, or 1nd1rect1y through agreenents'%ith an LEA. with regions

consisting of aeveral LEAs, w1th non-profxt prxﬁate organ1zat1ona with colleges.

[N I3

and unxvero1t1ea, or v1th any combination of these agenc1ea vhxch may operatet T

e » : . 4

in cooperat1on with the SEA, proJects aervxng migrant chxldren. g :

»-There are also some basic program drfferences concernxpg the location and e

. >

* ;
selection of ch’ and the determination of needs.. Unfler the Title I migrant - j
: |

N . T
education.program, areas with concentrations of migrant children are first

or formerly migratory chiigéof either a!ricultural,or {i:hing activity. Attendance

. . o : )
areas are not idengjfied on the basis bf economic criteria, but by the presence .

’of nxgrant ch;ldren dur1ng some. part of the year. . Services to formerly migratory

A
determined, after which eachxchild is then identified as an interstate, intrastate, E
. |

i
|

’;

;

|

|

i
ch1ldren are contingent on_ their resilence in an attendance ares already be1ng |
%

1

1

-served by a,mxgrant education program, or to be served within the calendar year.
- . . -. %

Iﬁe needs 6f'nigrant chiblron.are usually established through amalysis of ‘i
|

"the /data’ available in the Migrant'Student Record Transfer System. Additionalhﬁitiﬁzki

-
-

datd may be anaemb}ed through diagnostic testing and teacher e:IIuationa, the -

at
B

resylts of which ‘are then transmitted to the MSRTS when the mfigrant childewithdraws

frquihe project. Altﬁough the migrant education program strives to:sérve thooe

I~

migrant children most in need, whén progran funding is limited the goal 1o to .

serve all n1grant ch11dren demonoirat1ng need at any level. There is not, however,

~ . “
?

\ ~ . . i 30 - 7 . :
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the requxrement that there be a celectxon of only those children demonotretxng !

~achievement ‘below a certem competency Tevel. All m&rent children may be served,, '

- -

statute and the regulations, not a demonstration of some priority need based on
- R '- ™ ™ ' - "/
selection criteria of academic, performance. As a result of this, some migratory

¢

4

i

|

|

|

: :

- The eligibility factor ie the migratory status of the chill according to the i

chileg:T who live in eligible Txtle I local attendance areas may demonstrate
'dual . eligibility, panti petxng in both té; program for d;ladventaged children

Operated by the local educational agency, and in the migrant educetxon program
R . - .-
operated through the aunpiees of the State educstional agency.

In the administration of TitI:\If'the State assumes the&teeponsibiliti ;or

application preparation, application review and approval, monitoring for compliance,
provision of technical assistance, general fiscal comtrol, and the preparation of
financial and performance reports.

As the administering agent and sole grantee of Federal Title I migrant education

. . . ~

funds, the SEA plepa a much more comprehensive.role in the migrant education program,

The SEA, in addition to those administrative repponsibilities identified fnr Title I,
asgupes at least 15 other responsibilities with réspect to the migrant»edncation,program°

1. Sfatewide identification and recruitment of migrant children;
2. Statewide needs assessment;
3. Statewide program development;
4, Statewide inservice education; .
‘.775} Stete .and local interagency coordinet1on, '
. ///_ 6. Inter- and intrastate program coo:dxnatxon,
7. Statewide program evaluation;
" 8, Development of State guidelines for the purchase of equipment;
9., Maintenance of a State inventory for all equipment;
10. Participation in the_ngrant Student Record Transfer System;
4 11. Development of an annual State applxcatxon for submittal to th

: ‘Ti,/’b. S, Office of Education;
-—~12. Inter- and intrastate dissemination of information;
13, Maintenance of.a separafe pupil accounting ‘system; ! . o
14, Haxntenance of a separate program expenditures accounting .ysﬁem, and

15. Develqj - of npec1f1cetxonn for the development and awarding of grants
and contrects for service to migrant children. K ?
) \

»
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Program Goals and Objectives . § .

’

.

In May 1971, the State migrant education Eoordiheterl adopted eleven national

goals foruuleted by the Couhittee for National Evalustion of Migrant fducation
Programs. . |
# list of objectives toward which migrant education programs can be directed, they
do provide some ipdication of'the types of instructional’ahd supportive services
which gigrant education programs are:expected to provide, and in the ;u}dre may

serve as & basis for a more measurable set of objectives.

‘Instructional Services

Supportive Services

‘Provide the migrant child with prescho6l and kxndergarten exper1ence§

. Provide specially designed programs in the academic disciplines

‘child's social growth, positive self-concept, and.greup interaction skills,

Although thege goals do not comstitute a clear-cut, easily implementea .

-/

Provide the opportunlty for each mxgrant child to 1mpro§e comnePications
skills neceasary for varying situations.

geaned to his psychological and physiological development - that will
prepare him to function succeaafully.

(language arts. mathematics, social studles and other academic endeavors)
that will increase the migrant child's capabllxtxes to function at a level
concomittant with his potential.

Provide specially designed activities whxch will increase the m;grant

Provide programs that will imprdve the academjc skill, prevocational
orientation, and vocatxonal skill tra1nihg for older migrant children.
Implement- programs, utxlleng €évery available Federal, State, and local
resource through coordinated funding, in order to improve mutual -
understanding and appreciation of cultural differences among children.

7.

10.

Develop in each program ‘a component of intrastate and interstate commun-
ications for exchange of student records, methods, concepts, and ma x}erxals
to assure that sequence .and continuity will be an inherent part of ‘the
migrant child's total educational program.

Develop communications involving the school, the community and 1ta
available resources for ‘the berfefit of migrant children.

Provide for the migrant child's physical and mental well-bexng by including
dental,. medical, nutritional, and psychological services. R
Provide a program of home-school coordination which establishes relationships 1

between the project staff and the clientele served in order to improve the
effectiveness of migrant education programs and the procesa of parental
reinforcement of student effort.
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prejudices, and.upgrade their skills for te§ching migrant children
by conductxng 1nncrvice and pre.ervxce vork

. -

PR}
< L

An 1np11¢1t goal of the migrant education program io to 1denc1fy and recruit

¢

. . , ‘
~Increase staff self-awareness of their per:§:nlrbiuoen and possible

Ops.

elzgxble migrant otudento in order that they nnx benefit fron "regular" nnd

oupplenqptlry fdhcatzonil oupportxve_oervxcea. In the case of nxgrant students,

recruitment requires apecihl‘efforts. H;gratory worklhopo and their chxldren have

long been ignored by the reat of society, and attitudes. preclud1ng thexr partxcx-

patxon in the educatxonal process need to be overcone

¥ ST -
Mlgrnnt Student Record Transfer Szltfm
v Another inportant component of the nntxonal progran is the Mlgrant Student J//

1

Record Transfer Sysgpenm. Thxs”computerxzed datn‘ayotem recex?es, stores,  and

:trnnlmxts academ;c end health 1nfornat1on on children partxcxpatxng in Title 1
- 4

nxgrant education proJects in each of the 69 partzcxpatxng States and Puerto Rico.

T

Schools "are responsible for submit:ing academic, health, and status information

~

about the nigr:g; children they serve to local terminal opernéorl‘in order to
maintain the accuracy, odnpleteneos, and currency of information in the -record

_ transfer system. When children move to new locatioms, this information can be
. _ ‘

retrieved by new teachers and by school health officials. To meet the need for
continuity of.edubational oerviceriEStatea'lre nov inplen;nting the ékills,

«

" Information System (SIS) in the areas of Reading, Mathematics, Early Childhood

and Oral Language. These coded skills augment the MSRTS records. so that as
students move from oné school to another, their records indicate vhich skills they hav

worked on and/for mastered upon withdrawal. 1In this vay, teachpro will be. able

Y.
to continue the ‘efforts of their predeceloq\o and plan an appropriate gducntxonnl

+

program for sach child. i J

A

The Migrant Student Record Transfer System has also been used to.meet the
. 4 . .

needs of secondary ochoglcotndento who are often unable to graduate from high school

i [
. . ”
A .
- .

‘.
-~
.
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b‘géame their mobility prevlchtl them from ne'eting ninim-:l attendance requirements .
neceuary to receive high achool courae credit. The Washington’ St'atpe.uigrant (
Education Progru in coOperation vith dhf 'rexu Migrang Education Prq:grnm; déveloped
Aa-program know’ as ;he Washington-Texas Secondary ﬁ;Inge Project, a éombination of
night schoo‘l' am; co;rc'lin:tion v%th the l'tudentl' home basé: schools to assure g %

proper crediting of course work. The pro;ect has been validated by the Joint
Dissemination Review Panel of the Wu&t1m Division as exemplary ind wortw

of replication by other States. ‘ g
‘ .

¢ - A ]
MSRTS information relevant ;o\ the placement and care of children includes
_school atsendance patterns; health screenings, administrations, and subsequent
treatmen} ~procedures; innoculations needed and administere.d; st‘andardiz;d tefsts

ahﬂtered and the dates and scores; and special educational programs of

\

;tudent involvement ar mtereat. ,
\

v
The MSRTS aafeguards the privacy and con’f1denta1a11ty of sqdent mfomnon

4
thrqug_lx__;he se'of a uMform record which does ‘not permit the recordmg of

_ derogatory 'nfonnation. Additionally; the r‘ are made available only to

-

guthorized educgtm!‘ agencies w1th1n the States w1th summary statistical reports

to, the U. S. Departmen_t of Education. Specifi¢ 1afeguarda includes no communication

o : ‘
“ with unauthorized terminals; a precis "ﬁd nessage format available only

to ;'honzed peuonnel, ptculur student file access' security aode: a peculiar set i

of. student data requiredito access student £11es, field validity checks; -and i a

L] L4 -

access data that must mtmly that of the student. electromc f:l.le,

-
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Grant Amounts

[

. .y
. - -8 - - .
The formula for computing the maximi: grant that a State may reeegg"is béased' .
on the full-time equivalent number of school-aged (5-17) nigruit childrer-residing

in the State. Unfortunately, the true number'%of migrant children is not known.

Y .
¥ .
. ) s . s .~
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-Previous to FY 1975, estimates of the number of migrant.children for each

State were obtained by multiplying the number of migratory uorké§? re;{ding in

v

-*the State (information provxded by dhe enpioynent off1cet of the U, S. .
Employment Service) by oeventy-f1ve percent, ‘ )
Section 101 of Pub. L. 93-380 (Educationtﬁlcndneng‘ of 1974) ;rovidea that
the number of migrant children is to be éltimated fron,"tt;tiatics made'awailable
by the Hzgrant Student Record Transfer System o6r such other :;stem as (the

Coum1sa1oner) may !!ﬁetMIBG nost ‘accurately and fully'teflects the'actnal number

of migrant students."” Beginning in FY 1975, State allocations were based on
—~—information contained in the MSRTS. ~

The State's allocations are computed through a formula which multipligs the

State'a full-time equivalent number of migrant children by 40 of the'State's ’
petwrupxl expenditure rate. The State per pupil expenditure rate is adjusted,

EY - ]
when necessary, to not less than 802 or not more than 1202 of the national average.
& ~}‘

per pupil expenditure rate.

O'Sfate agency shall

t LI

Section 125~of Pub. L. 93-380 states, however, |

. receive in any fiscal year...an amount which is less than IOO’per centum of the
. : b * .

amount which that State agency received in the pripr fiscal year..." Therefore,

vhen the formula that employs'current statistics made available by the MSRTS
. _ computes to a grant amount less than the grant anount)made available in FY 1974

-

_(9ti1izing Dig:rtment of Labor eotiﬁitéa)\ or in’any succeeding fiscal year

~ . . -* -
' (utilizing Department of Labor estimateg or MSRTS data), then the new grant award

is maintained at'a level ec‘;ual. o that of the pri'or fiscal year. In essence then,.

. }' .
a8 funding floor was created in 1974, and State agencies are held harmless at 1002

of that fxscal year's grant amount or any oueceedxng fiscal year's grant smount

r i

0 that demonstrated an increase nnd eatablxphed a nevw fund1ng floor. .

v ~ - .

-
-
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Parental Involvement .

Paren;ai Involvement also plays an important role in migrant education program’

. devei::'.nt, operation, and evaluation. The underlying philosophy of migrant
. education program parental involvement is bgs¥d on demonatrated evidence that ~
. 7/

.

parents can be effective partners in the educational process. Parents are
particularly important in their position of reinforcing and stimulating the
migrant child's educational environment. '

) Parents can play a variety of roles in migrant education programs such as
o

classroom aides, library assistants, tutors, home visitors, and monitors. The

involvement of parents in the school's activities helps to motévate students and

- to stimulate positive attitudes towards school. v

- 1l

Parent Involvement Councils (PICs) can also plan an important role in
, f
providing for parent-school cooperation. The parents can play a beneficial role

in reviewing applications, making rgﬁommenditions conébrging the needs of the’

children, and offering suggestions,

.

Section 1!6d.37~of the regulations states that the SEA mua@, to the extent
feasible considering the parents' time of residence in the State consult with the
v }arentc of children being served or children to be aervéd, and consider the
views of these parents with réspect to the planning of the -State program. The
regulations further require that on or more advisory councils be established.in

t;;\bete composed of parents and others knowledgeable ‘of the needs of migratory

\\\ children. This council is to be consulted concerning the“operation and evaluation’
[ 4

of the present program and«the planning of future programs,

‘Parent Council members are provided with copies of the Title Y migrant education
* v

legislation, Federal regulations, State regulations, guidelines, the SEA plan,
-
local project proposals, and prior-applications. and evaluations.
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Some overview statistice concerning the migrant education program are as follows:

~

- . .I ) , .

(1) Plrticip&tién. ' - 49 States, Puerto Rico, and Hishiuétow, D.é.'
(2) Appropriation "L - 3265,900,000 (FY 1981)
(3) mprogru.: ’ - 3,000 .
“£ (4) School Pi'ojg’t'ts - *16,000 ) . ,
ot '
- (5) Children o - 522,000
;, 36.99% Interstate Agricultural .
* 91,572 k-12 | 22.39;(1nt§actate Agricultural
8.43% Preschool . l - 38.54X Five Year Agriiultural

«34% Interstate Fisher
. ~

.50 Intrastate Fisher

*  100.00%

1,242 Five Year-Fisher

- - J L e . .
WL 100.00% - : R
N - v . . * °
[y
\
)
+
-
N >
v g
-
v ~
- >
.
4
N
- s
= \ ' .
) M
N Lt . -
L \ . .< ‘
t 4 .
[ g b *
b ’ R

- i,




* As a reader of this document
a few minutes to complete the following form and mail it to:

-

Thank you in
suggestions,

1
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APPENDIX E . - -

Survey Form for the Modallty ;dgeiﬁ}on Projeét:OVQrviev‘

]
v
~

s

R

» your comments will be apprecisted.

’ X ‘h

~4

Please take

. George H, Irby, Supervisor, Title I, ESEA
and Migrant Education , o /
Department of Education -
Division of Compensatory Education
Title I, ESEA Migrant Program
P, 0. Box 6Q -
: Richmond, Virginia 23216

advance {q; the information you are providing and for your

7/

.

45 i
L -




J(bdnli:ty Eduation Project Onrviqv st;rvcy

-

>

': " Please pto;ido"rupomu to t;u following: - .
Y 4 . . . H ‘ ¢ . .
_ . 1.. What is your affilidtion with Migrant Rducation Programs?
‘.‘ . . . . .s’ -\_., -
' + (a) Administrater " €e) Teacher ,
o, (b) Supervimt PP * (d) Other "Spoci.fy
‘ - . - " ) “"’(. ) ‘s ’
s - 2. Hhich pltt(l) ‘of the doc\?nt hawe ?ou rud? ’ ey
I ‘ ‘(l) \ﬂ\ota docucn: g
IR . .(b) 8ncif£c ucuon zpfuu Iilt) ¢
: . . . N . . -
3. Bow did yoﬁ'uu thh doc‘l.-gnt? (You may check more than one nmet) '
N 4
. . Aa) Ae a tetetcncc/inf.omt}on text ) . ® .
et (b) As a part of a vorkshop/meet ing : -
Sl S Name of mhchop/ueting g , . N
el . Purpose of worklhop/netinL '
' * «.- 'Date and place - A
) (c) It vas recommended : by whom

_0 — 0‘ 3 -~
4.’ Does the document present a comprehensive overview of MEP?
. ) - ~ [

(a) Yes Cosment s '
(b‘) no ’ o f‘
] - s ’
2 R ) ¥

) 3. In terms of detail, fot‘intended purposes, is the document:
(a¥ Adequate Commpnts .
(b) Too detailed Lo
(c)_Not detailed enough

\d ) ¢ . -~

J— —_— - A T B

. [ ’ ©
6, Is the document easy to read and understand?

(a) Yes
(b) Ro —— Copments,
» ¢ .’
~ . s
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7. Vas the information iuietfulf

(a) Yeo
(b) Mo

s

P

12

Comments

8. Please use the space below or on' back of the page for ny additional comments
suggestions you may h-?o

?

|

\
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e
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T ,
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